> Dawlah calling JAN dogs of Allah 


https://cdn.discordapp.com/attachments/846388504384503858/853608348807987220/AQ_ vs | 
S_- Dawlah calling JAN dogs of Allah.mp4 


| don’t see a problem. It is generally Halal to insult and compare the Kuffar to animals; after all, 
Allah does this in the Qur’an: 


And We have certainly created for Hell many of the jinn and mankind. They have hearts with 
which they do not understand, they have eyes with which they do not see, and they have ears 
with which they do not hear. **Those are like livestock** (cattle); rather, they are more astray. It 
is they who are the heedless. (Qur’an 7:179) 


Say, "Shall | inform you of [what is] worse than that as penalty from Allah ? [It is that of] those 
whom Allah has cursed and with whom He became angry and made of them apes and pigs and 
slaves of Taghut. Those are worse in position and further astray from the sound way." (Qur’an 
5:60) 


And you had already known about those who transgressed among you concerning the sabbath, 
and We said to them, "Be apes, despised." (Qur’an 2:65) 


All things of a Muslim are inviolable for his brother in faith: his blood, his wealth and his honour. 
https://sunnah.com/muslim:2564a 


(10) Chapter: The Prohibition Of Wronging, Forsaking, Or Despising A Muslim And The 
Inviolability Of His Blood, Honor And Wealth 


Thus, the opposite is derived through the rule of Mahfum al-Mukhalafah (understanding the 
opposites) regarding those who are not Muslim: their blood, wealth and honor are not inviolable 
like that of Muslims, hence Kuffar are not safe from being dishonored. 


If your worry is whether it’s appropriate to call them “dogs **of Allah**”, know that this is not a 
blasphemous statement because it can mean comparing them to dogs who were created by 
Allah, just like we say the entire creation is Allah’s since everything belongs to Him. Hence it is 
permissible to say “dogs of Allah” if it is meant creatures which belong to Allah. Nor does it 
necessarily mean they are somehow animals which Allah pets, like when Allah called the camel 
in the story of Salih “the camel of Allah,” it does not mean that Allah uses this animal, rather it is 
an animal created by Him. 


Even if we assume that this is an erroneous statement, it cannot be used as an argument 
against Dawlah. The video is coming from one individual member of the Islamic State, he is not 
a spokesman, nor representative, nor the leader of the Khilafah. So how can it be used as a 
critique of Dawlah as a whole? 


> If the Prophet(saw) was alive today, he would have followed Dawlah 


https://cdn.discordapp.com/attachments/846388504384503858/853601234250104872/AQ vs | 
S - If the Prophetsaw_was alive today he would have followed Dawlah.mp4 


| really don’t see the issue with this if the Islamic State is based upon the Prophetic 
methodology. It is just saying that if the Prophet was alive today, he would have agreed with and 
supported the Khilafah and Mujahidin. What’s wrong with that? AQ supporters would also say 
that the Prophet would support people whom they deem as true Mujahidin, because they 
believe that their group is upon Haqq. 


And again, even if we assume that this is somehow wrong, he is just one person who isn’t 
known as a representative, spokesman, leader or even an official, therefore it cannot be used as 
an argument against Dawlah in its entirety. 


> Nr 1: Burning of prisoners. It is not allowed in islam to use fire to punish anyone in islam. there 
is some opinion on Qisas, but Allah knows best 


The Islamic State only burns war captives as Qisas (retaliation). If the Kuffar burn Muslimin then 
it becomes Halal to burn them, and the evidence for this is: 


Al-Bukhari mentions the following Hadith under the chapter he entitled, “If a mushrik burns a 
Muslim- Can he be burned?” 


And Anas Ibn Malik (ra) narrated, “Some people of the tribe of 'Ukl and 'Uraynah arrived at 
Madinah to meet the Prophet and embraced Islam and said, "O Prophet of Allah! We are the 
owners of milch livestock (i.e. bedouins) and not farmers (i.e. countrymen)." They found the 
climate of Al-Madinah unsuitable for them. So the Messenger ordered that they should be 
provided with some milch camels and a shepherd and ordered them to go out of Al-Madinah 
and to drink the camels' milk and urine (as medicine) So they set out and when they reached Al- 
Harrah, they apostatized after embracing Islam, and killed the shepherd of the Prophet and 
drove away (with) [i.e. stole] the camels. When this news reached the Prophet, he sent some 
people in pursuit of them. (So they were caught and brought back to the Prophet). The Prophet 
gave his orders in their concern. So their eyes were branded with pieces of iron and their hands 
and legs were cut off and they were left away in Al- Harrah till they died in that state of theirs.” 


Refer to “Sahth Al-Bukhari” (2/546, # 1430) and “Sahth Muslim” (3/1296, # 1671). 
Al-Baji (ra) commented regarding this incident, “They [the apostates] had done the same thing 
to the shepherds. So in this situation, it is permissible to mutilate [with fire] the one who 


mutilated the Muslim [with fire] - in accordance with the rule of Qisas.” 


Refer to “Al-Muntaga Sharh Al-Muwatta” (3/172). 


And Allah said in the Qur’an (translation of the meaning): 


[Fighting in] the sacred month is for [aggression committed in] the sacred month, and for [all] 
violations is legal retribution. So whoever has assaulted you, then assault him in the same way 
that he has assaulted you. And fear Allah and know that Allah is with those who fear Him. 
(Qur’an 2:194) 


Imam At-Tabart (ra) said while explaining this Verse, “This means (that Allah is saying)... 
Because | have made the forbidden things a matter of Qisas- So whichever mushrikin makes 
permissible- O Mu’minin- the sanctity of My Sanctuary [Al-Masjid Al-Haram], then you too make 
it permissible (Istihlal) similarly.” 


Therefore if Mushrikin fight and kill us by burning, then this Ayah allows us to fight and kill them 
by burning as well, even though it has generally been prohibited. 


And there were many scholars, including Sahaba, who used fire as punishment in general even 
after the Hadith of ibn Abbas reached them, and they did not limit it to Qisas. So this is a matter 
of valid Ikhtilaf, we cannot criticize those who hold this view. 


And punishing with fire was held permissible by ‘All and Khalid Ibn al- Walid and others.” [Fath 
Al-Bari 6/150]. And Ash-Shawkani said, “And indeed Abū Bakr (ra) burned people with fire in 

the presence of the Companions; and Khalid Ibn Al-Walid burned people from amongst the 
apostates, and so did ‘Alt.” [Nayl Al-Awtar 7/250]. And Ibn Taymiyyah said, “It is narrated with 
good chains of narration from him (‘Alt) that he torched the heretics.” [Majmt’ Al-Fatawa 8/474]. 
And it might be argued that ‘All, Abū Bakr, and Khalid were not aware of the Hadith prohibiting 
the use of fire as punishment- but this is a futile argument. Because it is narrated that Ibn 
‘Abbas (ra) said about ‘Alī (ra) burning the apostates, “If it was up to me, | +e 40!) „La would not 
have torched them due to the prohibition of the Prophet None should punish with fire, because it 
is Allah Who punishes with fire.” But“ , abs instead | would have just killed them.” [Refer to 
“Saheeh Al-Bukhari” 6/2537]. And when this criticism from Ibn ‘Abbas (ra) reached ‘Alī (ra), he 
did not accept his understanding of the Hadith (i.e. that it is prohibited under all circumstances) - 
and remained upon the validity of his actions of torching the apostates, and said regarding the 
statement of Ibn ‘Abbas (ra), “"Woe to Ibn 'Abbas!” [Refer to Ad-Daraqutni 3/108, “Musnad 
Ahmad” 1/282, “Musannaf ‘Abdur-Razzaq’” 5/213]. And it has been recorded by ‘Abdur-Razzaq 
that, “When Khalid torched the apostates, ‘Umar (ra) told Abū Bakr (ra), “Will you allow him to 
punish with the Punishment of Allah?” So Abū Bakr (ra) replied, “I will not cover a sword which 
Allah has unleashed upon the kuffar.” 


> Nr 2: Torture. In certain condition torture can be allowed, but this condition is really specific. 
while Dawla they have tortured people especially mujahideen of nusra for fun. They film them 
and force them to say "say nusra are murtadeen" while lashing and beating them. 


Allah and His Messenger have permitted killing Kuffar in general and they did not specify how to 
kill them. The burden of proof is on you to show us that it’s Haram to kill Kuffar through torturing 
them. 


> Nr 3: They have tried to be like the criminals, trying to find out different ways of killing people. 
shooting people with mosin nagant in the mouth or drowing + burning etc. 


The Islamic State did not behave like criminals because they didn’t commit any crimes, rather 
they have done righteous deeds by killing Mushrikin and Allah did not prohibit these methods 
nor specify how to kill them. Drowning and burning were used as Qisas BTW. 


> Nr 4: Raping of Yazidi females, 


There is no proof that the Islamic State has raped Yazidi females. We cannot trust the testimony 
of Kuffar against Muslims unless there is other evidence for it, for Allah says: 


O you who have believed, if there comes to you a disobedient one with information, investigate, 
lest you harm a people out of ignorance and become, over what you have done, regretful. 
(Qur’an 49:6) 


Also many of these testimonies from Yazidi females are usually not corroborated, have 
discrepancies and contradictions, and they have never been evaluated in a Shar’i court. We are 
not allowed to spread these baseless rumours. 


As a side note, there are testimonies of Yazidi women who enjoyed being slaves under the rule 
of the Islamic State, see: 


o-be- aerials froin -isis 


> even tho they are kuffar or not. Raping is not legal in the shari of Allah. 


Agreed, except that there cannot be rape in marriage or concubinage. Its an oxymoron. Both 
the husband and the wife consented to have sex through the Nikkah (marriage) contract. And 
the slave has indirectly consented due to persisting in Kufr despite having access to the 
knowledge that Muslims are not enslaved, so by not converting to Islam, they have indirectly 
allowed themselves to be enslaved and for their master to have intercourse with them. 


> Salamah ibn al-Muhabbiq reported: A man had intercourse with the servant girl of his wife, so 
the matter was referred to the Prophet, peace and blessings be upon him. The Prophet said, “If 
she had done so willingly, then she belongs to him and he must pay the likes of her price. If he 

had forced her, then she is free and he must pay the likes of her price.” 


Musnad Ahmad 19556. 


| have explained this to you before. It was a case of Zina. Aman raped the slave of his wife i.e. 
not his own slave. There is no proof that the man was married to his wife’s slave, or that this 
was his slave. In fact it is impossible because marriage is only between free men and women, 
and because a slave cannot have two masters. So it was clearly Zina. 


Here is how Abu Dawud named the chapter where this narration is present: 


(28) Chapter: Aman who commits zina with his wife's slave woman 
(28) 2154) ks te RS bk 
httos://sunnah.com/abudawud:4460 


> Nr 5: Dawla supporters lack 'ilm, they are boys who want actions in their lives and have not 
properly studied. this is reflected on their ranks of "mujahideen". 


The Islamic State has had many knowledgeable scholars who have studied under hundreds of 
Shuyukh. | sent you a list of some of them beforehand. For example, here is a list of the 
teachers of Shaykh Turki Bin’ali: 
httos://www.jihadica.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/1%D8%A7%DI%84%DB%YAA%DB%B1 
%DB%VAC%DI%8B5%DB%AI-%DB%AT%DI%8B4%D8%BI%DI%84%DI%BS5%DIVHBA%DB%A 
9-%D9I%84%DI9%84%D8%B4%DIVBAVDB%HAE-%DBUHATUDIV84%DI%8BSH%DB%AC%DB 
WAT%DINB7VDB%AF-Y%DB%VAA%DB%B1%DI%N8B3%DI%V8A-%DB%AB%DIN%86-%DI%8B5% 
D8%A8%DEB%AT%DB%B1%DI%83-YDB%YA7T%DIVB4%DEYVAB%DI%NSE%DB%BI%DI%84 


%D9%8A.pdf 


He was also given ljazah by Abu Muhammad al-Maqdisi and Umar al-Hadushi BTW, whom he 
later denounced. 


> Dawla has takfeer uthaymeen, bin baas, 


The Islamic State makes Takfir upon ‘Uthaymin because he praised, supported and displayed 
al-Wala for the Saudi Tawaghit (https://youtu.be/cgmuYV-BIyE) and excused the Taghut of 
Algeria despite being aware that their leader rules by man-made laws and despite knowing that 
judging by other than what Allah revealed is major Kufr 
(http://www.spubs.com/sps/downloads/pdf/CAF020005.pdf - page 10). 


Similarly, ibn Baz supported and displayed al-Wala for the Saudi Taghut in his Audio titled 
“Huqoog Wulatil-Amr.” Furthermore, ibn Baz made Istihlal by permitting American bases inside 
the Arabian Peninsula and allowed the Saudi to ally with American Kuffar against Iraqi Muslims 
(evidence: 
httos://ia902903.us.archive.org/14/items/satanic-fatwa-of-ibn-baaz/Satanic%20Fatwa%200f%2 
Olbn%20Baaz.pdf) 


So both ibn Uthaymin and ibn Baz have negated Kufr bit-Taghut which is a pillar of Tawhid, and 
they lacked al-Bara min al-Mushrikin by displaying al-Wala for them, therefore they have 
opposed Tawhid and committed Kufr. 


Furthermore, whoever does not make Takfir on the Kuffar after knowng about their Kufr is a 
Kafir by ljma’; Shaykh Muhammad ibn Abdil-Wahhab classified it as the third nullifier of Islam. 
Ibn Uthaymin falls under this. 


And ibn Baz has made Halal something that Allah and His Messenger have clearly made 
Haram, thus he has denied their speech and made himself a legislator besides Allah. 


| want to end this by mentioning that the AQ leader in Iraq Shaykh Abu Mus’ab al-Zarqawi was 
also of the opinion that ibn ‘Uthaymin and ibn Baz are Kuffar, as narrated by Shaykh Abu Ali 
al-Anbari. Hence if someone wants to criticize us for Takfirring these individuals then he must 
criticize Shaykh al-Zarqawi for the same reason. 


> ulwan, but sometimes they take from them. 


The Islamic State has never made Takfir upon Sulayman al ‘Alwan. Although Shaykh Turki 
Bin’ali criticized al ‘Alwan for excusing Shirk with Jahl and considering Insti’ana through the 
dead as minor Shirk, but this is not Takfir. And no, we don’t take from Kuffar. 


> They are confused, which makes sense, because in their ranks they lack scholars. that is why 
dawla usually takes from AQ scholars 


This is false. We don't take from so called “scholars” who support AQ nowadays. Rather we 
take from scholars who supported AQ before deviating and falling into Kufr, and we ourselves 
support the old AQ which was under leadership of Shaykh Usama bin Ladin. 


> Nr 6: They fullfill the aqeedah of the kawarij by saheeh ahadeeth. 
https://cdn.discordapp.com/attachments/8254 7907 0555832390/8521 26653991 092224/unknown 
.png Al-Hakim (ra). narrated Muhammed(saw) said that they are good in speech and bad with 
work. [Al-Mustadrak] Dawlah's nasheeds are known to be quite good and this refers to being 
"good in speech" 


Actually the good speech here refers to the recitation of Qur’an, not singing Anashid. See: 
https://sunnah.com/muslim:1068a 


And which of their works is bad? Plus, fulfilling one trait of Knawarij doesn’t make someone a 
Khariji. Only having the Usul of Knawarij makes someone a Khariji. According to your logic, 
anyone who recites the Qur’an beautifully or shaves his head is a Khariji because these are 
some of their characteristics in Hadith. 


> so why did he condemn the burning of the jordanian pilot 


and what are your thoughts on the burning of him 


He condemned the burning of Jordanian pilot in public because he was being used by 
Jordanian intelligence, this doesn’t negate what | said. 


Burning that Jordanian pilot was Halal as Qisas (retaliation) because he burned innocent 
Muslims inside the Islamic State by dropping bombs on them with his airplane. If you watched 
the video of IS where they burn him, you would have known this. 


> FARIS AL ZAHRANI bruh hes a aq scholar 


Was”. Shaykh Faris al-Zahrani has been martyred by the Saudi regime. And he didn’t support 
the current AQ, rather the older one during Shaykh Usama’s leadership. 


